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Table 1. Some physical and chemical properties of soil in studied field.
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Table 2. Analysis of variance canola density, nitrogen levels and Lepyrodiclis density on yield and yield

components of canola.
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. ¥ 0.
Harvest Biological Seed yield 1000-Seed No. of No. of pod df
index yield weight grain in pod in plant
<
97.49 5436848.5 31824.59 0.14 4.59 27.28 2 A
Replication
- - - - - - BISP
480717 35518348.5"  11918027.34 2.13 425.04 7508.34 1 sl
Canola density (C)
627.32" 476362254  13968068.45" 0.97" 240.55" 9100.89™ 3 o7 e
Nitrogen levels (N)
" " " " " " Uast iyl o515
74.44 3062486.2 1477915.15 0.15 3441 1054.53 3 ST S e
Lepyrodiclis density (L)
" " " " 1S oS3
1602 187410.1™  366146.29 022 60.59 141.76 3 O35 g xS 51
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" . . . ot 4zl 2515 x 1518 ST 5
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™, * and ** Non significant, significant at the 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.

1- Leaf area index
2- Crop growth rate
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Table 3. Mean comparison of interaction canola density and nitrogen levels on number of pod in plant,
number of grain in pod, 1000-seed weight and grain yield of canola.
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(Plant m) (Kg ha') weight (2) No. of grain in pod No. of pod in plant Nitrogen levels (Kg ha™)
70 1110.25 2.89 14.83 70.41 0
2015.25 2.74 16.83 103.83 50
2389.33 2.74 18.25 108.75 100
2539.41 2.57 18.66 112.75 150
90 1476.16 2.8 15.5 89.5 0
2694.25 2.54 19.83 114.33 50
3301.17 2.21 24.51 128.83 100
3401.42 22 25.16 133.83 150
LSD 144.1 0.35 2.16 8.84
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Fig. 1. Investigation of the regression effect of nitrogen levels on number of pod in plant in canola density
@ 70000 plant ha™ and O 90000 plant ha™.
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Fig. 2. Investigation of the regression effect of Lepyrodiclis density on number of pod in plant in canola.
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Table 4. Mean comparison of interaction effect of Lepyrodiclis density on number of pod in plant, number of
grain in pod, 1000-seed weight, biological yield and harvest index.
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Fig. 3. Investigation of the regression effect of nitrogen levels on number of grain in pod in canola density

@ 70000 plant ha™ O and 90000 plant ha™.
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Table 6. Mean comparison for effect of canola density and nitrogen levels on biological yield and harvest index.
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Fig. 12. Investigation of the regression effect of nitrogen levels on biological yield in canola.
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Fig. 13. Investigation of the regression effect of Lepyrodiclis density on biological yield in canola.
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